cruelty that is both deliberate and intentional, involving commission of specific acts.
Animal hoarding intersects abuse and neglect and because intent is difficult to prove most animal hoarding cases are not taken as seriously as they need to be. (Patronek, 2008, 225) Hoarding cases are not only the consequence from individuals acquiring too many animals in their private homes, but also from people operating as a 501(c)(3) status animal rescue/sanctuary. There is a growing number of animal hoarding cases coming from organizations masquerading as legitimate rescues, many registered as a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organizations and allowed to reap the financial benefits of the nonprofit status. According to Dr.
Randall Lockwood, ASPCA's senior vice president of forensic sciences and anti cruelty projects, rescues and shelters now make up 25% of the estimated 6,000 new hoarding cases reported in the U.S. each year (Manning, 2011) .
Rescue hoarders are a new category of animal hoarder that will require an interdisciplinary approach in order to reduce the number of new animal hoarding cases and reduce the rate of recidivism. In 2006, The Hoarding Animal Research Consortium (HARC) 1 published a manual analyzing animal hoarding. HARC offers a set of characteristics of a Rescue Hoarder that might help professionals (e.g. psychologists, judges, and prosecutors) that are assigned to a hoarding case know which intervention methods would be most appropriate (20):
• has strong sense of mission to save animals which leads to unavoidable compulsion,
• fears death (of animals and self) and opposes euthanasia,
• starts with adequate resources for animal care,
• acquires animals actively rather than passively;;
• believes he/she is the only one who can provide adequate care;; the initial rescue-followed-by-adoption pattern is replaced by rescue-only care.
• numbers of animals gradually overwhelm capacity to provide minimal care.
• finds it hard to refuse requests to take more animals, and
• avoids authorities and/or impedes their access
• is not necessarily socially isolated;; and may work with an extensive network of enablers and be more engaged in society, therefore less amenable to intervention via social services.
According to HARC understanding the motivations of the hoarder is necessary to know
what intervention methods will be most successful and what strategy to use when trying to deescalate or resolve a hoarding situation. For example, HARC suggests prosecution might be necessary for a rescue hoarder operating a nonprofit overcapacity while an overwhelmed caregiver living alone might be able to be persuaded to adopt out animals through a verbal agreement (21). Mental health evaluations along with civil and criminal interventions play key roles once an animal hoarder has been identified, however most public agencies 2 are currently underutilized and oftentimes misdirected in approaching the complexities of animal hoarding cases, which is leading to high recidivism. Animal welfare agencies 3 play an important role by working with local government to increase the penalties for offenders and increase protections for animals, but most states still do not recognize animal hoarding as a separate issue that needs to be addressed with legislative action. HARC reported on some of the current barriers to properly addressing animal hoarding in communities as follows:
In spite of the frequency and cost of these cases, most communities are woefully unprepared to handle animal hoarding cases effectively once they occur, and few, if any, have any preventive strategies in place.
Because the implications of animal hoarding for human health and welfare are not widely appreciated, these cases are frequently left to animal shelters and humane societies to resolve through prosecution for cruelty to animals. Ignoring the multi-faceted nature of animal hoarding, this approach often fails, which results in almost complete recidivism. (1) Animal welfare organizations such as Best Friends Animal Society 4 and the Humane Society of the United States offer examples of "best practices" for operating a legitimate animal rescue, which in combination with examples from the states leading in animal protection laws, offers a framework for stronger measures that could serve to reduce the number of new hoarding cases and the rate of recidivism.
In order to address the research question this paper examines the following:
• the characteristics of animal hoarders, specifically rescue hoarders and the elements that contribute to new hoarding cases resulting high recidivism rate ;; (Patronek, 86) . Many times rescue hoarders will make excuses for the number of animals in their care, regardless of condition, because the rescue follows a "no-kill" philosophy 6 . However, reputable rescues with a "no-kill" policy will still adopt out animals and have a plan for humane euthanization when deemed medically necessary. In the 2006 HARC report, the authors touch on the issue of "no-kill"shelters in regards to animal hoarding, as stated in the document:
. . . these shelters must necessarily limit their intakes to available space. People who promise otherwise may, in fact, be hoarders, or on their way to becoming hoarders. Many well-run limited admission shelters exist, but, unfortunately, masquerading as a "no-kill" shelter or sanctuary is becoming an increasingly common tactic among some hoarders to establish a semblance of legitimacy. (6) According to the webinar in 2011 by Randall Lockwood of the ASPCA, which offers literature on starting one's own rescue and the "best practices" one should follow, here are some warning signs that a rescue or sanctuary is hoarding animals vs a legitimate rescue as compared in the following The lack of laws signify that the groups are not subject to inspections nor do they have a mandated minimum set of standards of care for the animals. This means that the rescues and fosters are functioning on an honor system. In some areas of the country, rescues will violate zoning laws and hoarders will set up a rescue organization as a 501(c) (3) non-profit, and without regulatory oversight, the good intentions can get out of hand. (1) In areas where laws do exist to protect animals they come from varying levels of were going to a reputable rescue. Out of the roughly 7,000 cats the Tiger Ranch had taken in during a 14-month period only 23 had been adopted out. When local law enforcement arrived on site they found horrific living conditions for the animals that were still alive, a situation all too common in animal hoarding case (Manning,2011) . This case suggests that a high level of transparency, accountability, and responsibility are needed from animal rescue operators and addressing the lack of comprehensive standards of care in place for the animals is a first step.
Current Intervention Methods
The limitations of the current intervention methods used with animal hoarders are examined in the book Animal Cruelty: A Multidisciplinary Approach to Understanding and much of the of difficulty stems from navigating issues such as personal freedom, private property, and mental competency. Unless others are being harmed most laws restrict intervening to protect individuals' civil rights. (Arluke, Patronek, 204) The intervention methods currently used with animal hoarders only focus on reacting to an already existing animal hoarder that has been identified rather than preventing and reducing the numbers of animal hoarding cases. The three intervention methods most commonly used against animal hoarders are:
1. criminal prosecution;; may include fines, forfeiture of animals, and jail time;; 2. civil suits and/or regulatory enforcement;; and 3. mental health evaluations with subsequent treatment plans.
These methods are used once an animal hoarder has been identified. However, there are opportunities for consistent preventive measures which are discussed under Best Practices.
Examining Criminal Intervention Methods
Criminal interventions can pose issues because of two reasons: 1) the courts do not view hoarding as abuse, but as neglect, which carries a lighter punishment, and 2) the person on trial is generally found to not have intended harm to the animals ( HARC 21). Since most laws focus on the abuser's intentions towards the animals under their care, and because hoarding is classified as neglect rather than abuse, many hoarding cases are not prosecuted When charges were filed, they tended to be for other problems like child endangerment or assault and battery of an investigating police officer.
Guilty verdicts or no contest pleas were rare. If any sentence were passed, hoarders were ordered to give up animals, not get any more either temporarily or permanently, and/or stop breeding them.
Occasionally, they were modestly fined or made to reimburse shelters for the cost of food and veterinary care. Jail time was rarely imposed except for contempt of court, fraud, and violation of probation. (209) When large hoarding cases are brought up in criminal court for prosecution the first challenge often is how many animals will be counted as most cases are counted as single acts of animal cruelty, no matter the number of animals in the case. There is serious risk of leading to high recidivism when these types of cases are not treated as seriously as abuse cases. In addition, there is a need for animal hoarders to be seen as having deliberate intention to obtain and maintain animals they cannot properly care for. Another dimension to criminal intervention In six cases, the officials expressed that they were caught between using the legal system to address the hoarding problem and doing what they believed was best for the animals. That is, officials were caught between a desire to prevent a return to the original hoarding situation and fear that the animals would languish in a shelter pending resolution of the court action. Consequently, the officials decided to either forego charges or push for plea-bargains, which would guarantee the hoarder a lesser charge in exchange for custody of the animals. (Berry, 179) Pitting the immediate needs of the animals against the long term punishment of the abuser results in higher emotional stress for the animals and a high rate of recidivism. This does not mean that criminal prosecution is not the correct intervention method to take with animal hoarders as many hoarders need vigorous prosecution, monitoring, and strict sanctions to discourage recidivism (HARC, 22).
Examining Civil and Regulatory Intervention Methods
Civil laws and regulatory interventions are another method for dealing with animal hoarders that may work in some cases where criminal intervention is not the appropriate 
Examining Mental Health Intervention Methods
The role of mental health evaluations is recognized as a vital step by the animal welfare community to address the issues of animal hoarding and reduce recidivism, although the connection between mental health disorders and animal hoarding has not yet been fully studied. Since some hoarders display cognitive deficits that can be related to mental illnesses a comprehensive mental and neurophysiological examination must be conducted to evaluate any medical conditions (HARC, 23). Court ordered competency evaluations, short term involuntary commitments, and in-home assessments are all options for conducting mental health evaluations depending on the individual and the case. While these steps have the potential for incredible positive impact, the reality is there are many challenges when enacting these mental health interventions methods including, but not limited to the following:
• A majority of animal hoarders are low-income and/or on a fixed income which can present challenges when seeking mental health treatment sessions.
• Conducting and monitoring mandatory counseling for animal hoarders may be difficult to maintain as cutbacks and high caseloads are affecting the officials in charge of compliance (HARC, 25).
There is a need for a multidisciplinary approach that includes preventive steps, mental health evaluations if need be, and criminal prosecution for persons found guilty of animal hoarding.
Without a long-term plan and the proper resources and support the current evidence indicates that recidivism for animal hoarders is at 100% (Berry, 173) .
Best Practices
The best practices section represents many of the guidelines set out by The Humane 1. freedom from hunger and thirst by ready access to fresh water and a diet to maintain full health and vigor;; 2. freedom from discomfort by providing an appropriate environment including shelter and a comfortable resting area;; 3. freedom from pain, injury or disease by prevention or rapid diagnosis and treatment;; 4. freedom to express normal behavior by providing sufficient space, proper facilities and company of the animal's own kind;; and 5. freedom from fear and distress by ensuring conditions and treatment which avoid mental suffering. While rescue hoarders might continue to offer some type of shelter and access to food/water, the overcrowded conditions cannot help but lead to neglect. The Humane Society of the United States reports one issues to consider when starting a shelter is that "Overcrowding often occurs when animals are taken in with no plan of exit (adoption/foster/euthanasia) and for the reasons just described, overcrowding results in cruelty. It is not enough to just provide bare minimums of food, water and shelter . . ." (2). Since rescue hoarders inhabit a deep abhorrence for euthanasia the risk of overcrowding is very real and without a plan for placement the amount of animals will quickly escalate and the living conditions will decline, resulting in animal suffering.
The sensitive subject of humane euthanasia is a common topic in the animal welfare world and any ethically run animal shelter needs a meaningful and informed euthanasia policy.
Best Friends Animal Society (BFAS) is a well respected no-kill animal shelter in Utah that provides many online resources for starting an animal rescue and touches on the need for all animal rescues to have a euthanasia policy in place. An issue in many rescue hoarding cases is the refusal from the hoarder to place any animals in homes or euthanize the animals that are suffering. Furthermore, as BFAS points out on their website all " Responsibly-run no-kill shelters provide humane euthanasia to animals who are suffering and beyond help. It's best to have a written policy in place regarding the standards for making the decision to euthanize an animal . .
." (11). BFAS also highlights the need for meeting the psychological and physical needs of the animals by providing a "cage-free environment". By providing these standards of care the 5
Freedoms listed above can be successfully achieved.
As Freedoms as an ethical framework could create a healthy, holistic to animal rescue;; one that is beneficial to the animals and one less likely to result in overcrowding and neglect.
Suggestions and Conclusion
Animal hoarding is a complex social problem that requires a multidisciplinary approach with actors in public and animal welfare agencies working together. As previously reported by the ASPCA, there are nearly 2,000 new rescue hoarding cases annually which challenges us to reexamine the benefits of maintaining the status quo of the current intervention methods.
Criminal interventions are vital to addressing rescue hoarders, but the lack of laws in most states make criminal difficult. Civil and regulatory regulations play an important role, but without comprehensive regulatory framework there are no legal avenues to obtaining custody of animals in a hoarding case. Mental health interventions are needed, but many professionals do not take animal hoarding seriously as a mental health disorder so many hoarders are not treated for their illness.
There is no one answer solution to reducing the rate and recidivism of animal hoarders, but there are many opportunities to address the underlying reasons for the high rate of animal hoarders. The Hoarding Animal Research Consortium recommends " . . . steps which are intermediate between criminal justice and a purely therapeutic approach exist in others fields and should be considered for animal hoarding interventions" (HARC, 26) . This multidisciplinary approach is critical to addressing animal hoarders because these cases cross many agencies including adult and child protective services, public health departments, and municipal code officials and the lack of standardized protocols between these agencies allows for a high recidivism rate. In the article "Long Term Outcomes in Animal Hoarding Cases", the authors offer some possible changes (188):
• Revision of animal cruelty statutes to be more responsive to problems of neglect.
• Education of prosecutors and judges about the nature of animal hoarding and its consequences for the animals and people affected by it.
• Education of mental health, social services, and veterinary professionals about the nature of animal hoarding and the individuals involved.
• Better planning, communication, and coordination of all stakeholder agencies likely to be called upon to respond to hoarding situations.
Improved animal protection laws are needed and the Animal Legal Defense Fund offers some suggestions for areas to focus on including but not limited to (p.9-13):
• Stronger felony penalties for neglect, abandonment, and sexual assault
• Increased penalties for offenders with prior violent offenses
• Mandatory forfeiture of animals upon conviction with a court calendar when animals are in custody
• Broader law enforcement powers to humane agents to enforce animal protection laws
The education of mental health professionals on the seriousness of animal hoarding is imperative due to animal hoarding still not to be officially recognized as a Hoarding Disorder (HD) by the American Psychiatric Association (AMA) and by doing so will " . . . change the territory considerably by engaging more mental health professionals and researchers in the care and study of this complex disorder" (Aluke, Patronek, 212) . Currently the AMA only lists animal hoarding as condition associated with HD due to the lack of available evidence on animal hoarding as a mental health issue (15). The issues faced in criminal prosecutions of animal hoarders would also be reduced with proper mental health education about animal hoarding as judges and prosecutors could be educated about the impacts of animal hoarding on the community at large. While the current intervention methods focus on animal hoarding once it has reached a point of being out of control there are many opportunities for prevention. One of the first steps in preventive action is educating the general public about proper animal care and the signs to look out for if a rescue is overcrowded. There is also an opportunity to require certain levels of education and/or verifiable experience in order to be approved to operate a 501(c)(3) animal rescue. In addition to education, crafting laws based on the 5 Freedoms into state laws that could be enforced. Policies such as animal housing requirements, the number of animals taken in versus adopted out annually, a comprehensive euthanasia policy, and the ratio of staff/volunteers to animals are all areas of animal rescue work that are critically important to ensuring the animals thrive and that rescues do not end up overcrowded. These policies along with stronger legal ramifications for animal hoarders and more comprehensive education on animal hoarding as a mental health issue would aim to holistically address the complex community problem that is animal hoarding. Friends is an active member in the animal welfare community and publishes content on their website specifically on combating pressing animal rights issues including hoarding and Breed Specific Legislation.
5. The animal welfare community includes but is not limited to: people working within the above definition of animal welfare agencies, volunteers in the field of animal rescue work, concerned community members, and self-proclaimed animal rights advocates.
6. A broad term used for rescues that do not euthanize due to space or breed;; rather the animal is housed until adopted out or naturally passes away. 8. Civil forfeiture is defined as "The involuntary relinquishment of money or property without compensation as a consequence of a breach or nonperformance of some legal obligation or the commission of a crime " ( Forfeiture, 2016) .
